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protest against cumbrous legislation, whicil practically en-
dangers those very lives it is designed to protect ?-I am, etc.,

J. BRINDLEY JAMES, Phlysicialn, etc.
LBridge Road, WN., Jan. 6th.

THE CASE OF DR. LIONEL SMITH.
SIR,-The response to the appeal made by Dr. Goodhart

and myself oln belhalf of Mr. H. Lionel Smith has up to the
present time been most disappointing. May I briefly re-
capitulate the reasons which induced us to bring this matter
before the profession ?
In i888 Mr. Smith was unjustly dismissed from his post of

acting medical officer at Albany upon a charge of gross pro-
fessional misconduct. After long delay and the heaping up
of costs lie succeeded in obtaining a verdict in his favour
from a colonial jury. Tlle Colonial Government appealed
against the decision to the Supreme Court of the colony, but
unsuccessfully. Thereupon the Colonial Government ap-
pealed to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. The
Tesult of this appeal was the decision that as a general rule
all servants of the Crown hold their offices during the
pleasure of the Crown, and that Colonial civil servants, not-
witlhstanding any regulation to the contrary, have no remedy
against dismissal however iniquitous. The decision was an-
nounced in February, I895. This long and unequal eontest
has exhausted Mr. Smith's finances. I am now pleading on
his behalf for a sum of money to enable him to accept a dis-
trict surgeoncy which Mr. Chamberlain has offered him.
Surely tllere are those who will rally to the relief of one who
has suffered so severely through no fault of hiis own, and who
will give him and his family another chance.-I am, ete.,
Wimpole Street, Jan. 6th. F. DE HAVILLAND HALL.

WHAT IS A NATURAL LABOUR?
SiR,-After quoting numerous authorities from Hippocrates

down to the present time, Dr. Rentoul tells us that none of
their definitions of n-atural labour satisfy him. He tllen pro-
ceeds to give a definition which occupies sixteen lines of
printed matter in tlle BRITISH MEDICAL JOURNAL of January
4th, and ends by stipulating that the mother must not die
within thirty-one days after confinement. This definition is
obviously intended to snuff out all attendance on labour by
those bound by the term " natural labour," since it would be
impossible to say whetlher it would be natural till thirty-one
days had elapsed. I hope the General Medical Couneil, the
mnembers of the Bar and others will feel wiser on the subject
since Dr. Rentoul has spoken.
For generations most authorities have committed them-

selves to figures witlh regard to natural labour. Smellie said
that ggo out of i,ooo cases were natural. Merriman says 2,607
in 2,735, etc. No one estimates more than io per cenit. uIn-
natural, anid tlherefore I suppose Dr. Rentoul will admit that
go per cent. are natural, whatever that term may mean.

I lhave the particulars of 5,432 cases in my hand, mostly
attended before antiseptics were in use, therefore septicoemia,
etc., would be more common; still only I6 motlhers died-say
i in 340-and one was in the last stage of consumption. The
-unnatural labours work out under 4 per cent. The last 2,573
consecutive cases occurred with only 3 maternal deatlhs, and
one was the case of phtlhisis alluded to.

It seems to me that all this hiaggling about a definition is
:absurd. If it is of so muclh importance, it miglht be made a
question for the Collective Investigation Committee of the
IBritislh Medical Association.-I am, etc.,
Seymour Strect, W., Jan. 7tll. PERCY BOULTON, iMI.D., etc.

THE CASE OF MRS. MAYBRICK.
SIR,-As you have lately referred to the case of Mrs.

Maybrick as similar to that of Mrs. Robinson in all but the
result to the patient (and the senten-ce passed on the
prisoner), will you permit me to point out some other dis-
tinctions ?

I. In Mr. Robinson's case the attendanit physician sus-
pected poisoning from the symptoms. In Mr. Maybrick's
-case the two attendant physicianis entertained no such sus-
picion until the charge of poisoning was made by other
persoins.

2. In both cases, when suspicion was aroused the foeces (and
in Mr. Mlaybrick's case the urine) of the patient was submit-

ted to analysis. In Mr. Maybrick's case no trace of poison
was detected. In Mr. Robinson's mercury was found.

3. In Mr. Robinson's case there was no evidence that the
man was in the habit of dosing himself with mercury. In
Mr. Maybrick's case there was evidence-strong at the trial,
and niow conclusive-that the patient was in the habit of
dosing hlimself witlh arsenic.

4. Wlhen Mr. Robinson was taken out of his wife's hands
and placed in those of the trained nurse he recovered
rapidly. When Mr. Maybrick (wlho had been doing pretty
well up to that time) was taken out of hlis wife's lhands and
placed in those of the trained nurses, lhe sank and died
rapidly, though the doctors regarded the case as hopeful
when the change took place.

5. Mrs. Maybrick's letter to Brierley did not imply that her
husband's case was lhopeless, but only that lie was dangerously
ill, which was also the opinion of several persons who saw
him on the day that it bears date.

6. Mr. Maybrick hald made a will leaving everytllinig away
from his wife. It was not for her pecuniary interest tllat
lie should die before she lhad regained his confidence, and
induced him to make a new will. He had some time,
previously insured hiis life for her benefit, which benefit lie
endeavoured to cut down by the will; but it did not appear
that she was aware of the fact, much less that she had
induced him to effect the insurances.

7. There seems to have been no medical evidence to the
effect that the symptoms of Mr. Robinson's illness were not
those of mercurial poisoning, or that mercury had been pre-
scribed for him by the attendant physician. But there was
medical evidence that Mr. Maybrick's symptoms were not
those of arsenical poisoning, and arsenic had been prescribed
for him by Dr. Humphlreys.
You seem to be unaware of the evidence in Mrs. Maybrick's

favour procured since the trial. The pamphlets, now sent in
separate envelope, may give you some information.-I am,
etc.,
JainuarY 3rd. LEX.

PLENUM VENTILATION.
SIR,-Your Public Healthl niotices in the BRITISH MEDICAL

JOURNAL of December 28th conitainied ani accounit of a
" Plenum " system of ventilation recently introduced in the
the Huddersfield Infirmary.

It may be interesting to some of your readers to know that
this system has been in operation in tlle Nottingham Borough
Asylum for the past six years, and witlh very satisfactory
results. The true test of a system of ventilation in an insti-
tution containing sick people is to be found in the record of
the diseases and deaths. On consulting such record in this
asylum, abunidant proof is obtained of the superiority of theX
" Plenum " system over tllat wlichl was in use here prior to
its introduction.
Besides its undoubted efficiency, it lhas other marked ad-

vantages in an asylum for the insane. Tlhe wlhole apparatus
is under the management of one man-usually the engineer-
and being placed outside the wards, is not within reach of
patients or attendants. All heating surfaces beinig also
placed in the air trunks, there is an entire absence of pipes,
etc., from the wards.
As to the cost, the installation probably is more expensive

than the older metlhods, on account of the construction of the
numerous ducts, but the maintenance will bear favourable
comparison with other systems.-I am, etc.,
Nottingham, Dec. 3Ist. 1895. EVAN POWELL.

THE MODE OF ELECTION OF POOR-LAW MEDICAL
OFFICERS.

SIR,-Dr. Leeper has accurately expressed not alone hiis own
views on the Poor-law service, but tlhe views of most otlher
Poor-law officers, both medical and lay, who have takeii
the trouble to think about the matter at all.
The curse of the service is the presenit system of election

whlich Dr. Leeper lhas correctly described, but he lhas omitted
onie very important objection, anid that is the well-known
traffic in votes. I am not prepared to say that tlhe purchase
of votes is confined to Poor-law elections, but certainly it is
conducted more openly in them. It is niot long since I heard
votes for a certain Poor-law election valued at £20 each, and


